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REMARKS 

This Reply is in response to the Office Action mailed on May 1 1 , 2007 in which claims 
43-54 were rejected. With this response, claims 53 and 54 are canceled; claims 43 and 52 are 
amended; and claims 55-62 are added. Claims 43-52 and 55-62 are presented for reconsideration 
and allowance. 

1 

I. Claim Objections 

Page 2 of the Office Action objected to claim 52 and 54 noting informalities. Claim 34 is 
canceled. Claim 52 is amended as suggested in the Office Action. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request that the objection to the claims be withdrawn 

i 

n - Rejection of Claim 43-51 and 53 under 35 USC 102(b ) Based upon Wrig ht 

Page 2 of the Office action rejected claims 43-51 and 53 under 35 USC 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Wright et al. US Patent 5,456,539. Claim 53 is canceled. Claims 43-51, as 
amended, overcome the rejection. 

Claim 43 is amended to incorporate the limitations of former claim 54. Claim 43, as 
amended, recites a at least one printing unit disposed on a closed print head path and means for 
electrically communicating with a print controller as the printing unit travels along the closed 
print head path. The means includes conductive brushes extending from a print unit, wherein the 
brushes are adapted to communicate with a conductive bus positioned around the closed print 
head path. 

I 
I 

As acknowledged on pages 5 and 6 of the Office Action, Wright fails to disclose 
conductive brushes adapted to communicate with a conductive bus positioned around a closed 
print head path. As a result, in rejecting former claim 54, the limitations of which have now been 
incorporated into claim 43, the Office Action attempts to additionally rely upon Burikov US 
Patent 6,341,839. In rejecting former claim 54, the Office Action asserted: 
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Burikov et al. teaches in Fig. 2, a device similar in structure to 
Wright et al., where conductive brushes, 15, extend from a 
printhead, 2, said the brushes, 15, being adapted to communicate 
with a conductive bus, 9, via brushes, 14, positioned around said 
closed print head path, Col. 4 lines 6-12. 

However, in rejecting former claim 54, the Office Action failed to satisfactorily address 
each of the limitations of claim 54. Claim 54 not only recites a conductive brushes and a 
conductive bus, but also recites that the conductive brushes are used to communicate with a print 
controller . 

i 

Neither Wright nor Burikov, alone or in combination, disclose or suggest conductive 
brushes that communicate with a print controller . In contrast, the conductive brushes of Burikov 
are merely used to supply power to the carriage (Column 4, lines 24-26). Conductive brushes 1 5 
of Burikov do not communicate with a print controller. In fact, Burikov specifically discloses an 
electronic controller 21 "for communication over a radio channel with a control unit." (Column 
4, lines 19-20). One of ordinary skill in the art recognizes that using conductive brushes to 
power a carriage is not the same as using conductive brashes to "communicate with a print 
controller". Thus, claim 43, amended to incorporate the limitations of former claim 54, 
overcomes the rejection based upon Wright and is patentably distinct over Wright and Burikov, 
alone or in combination. Claims 44-51 depend from claim 43 and overcome the rejection for the 
same reasons. 

HI. Rejection of Claim 52 under 35 USC 103(a) Based upon Wright and Tnoue 

Page 5 of the Office Action rejected claim 52 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wright et al. US Patent 5,456,539 in view of Inoue et al. Japanese 04310770. Claim 52 
depends from claim 43 and overcome the rejection for the same reasons discussed above with 
respect to claim 43. Inoue fails to satisfy the deficiencies of Wright and Burikov. 

IV. Rejection of Claim 54 under 35 USC 103(^1 Based upon Wright and 
Burikov 
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Page 5 of the Office Action rejected claim 54 under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wright et al. US Patent 5,456,539 in view of Burikov US Patent 6,341,839. Claim 54 is 
canceled with its limitations incorporated into base claim 43, rendering the rejection moot. 

V. Added Claims 

With this response, claims 55-62 are added. Claims 55-62 are believed to be patentably 
distinct over the prior art of record. 

j 

A. Claim 55 and 56 

i 

Claim 55 depends from claim 43 and recites that they printing unit includes resistors 
configured to eject ink from associated nozzles and that the brushes are configured to electrically 
connect resisters to drive circuitry for the printing unit. Claim 56 depends from claim 55 and 
recites that the brushes are configured to provide power to selected resisters for firing the 
selected resisters. Support for added claims 55 and 56 may be found in at least page 12, lines 18- 
26 of the originally filed application. Thus, no new matter is added. 

The prior art of record fails to disclose electrically conductive brushes electrically connect 
resisters to drive circuitry or brushes that provide power to selected resisters for firing the 
selected resisters. For example, Burikov merely discloses brushes that simply supply power to a 
carriage. Brushes 15 of Burikov do not extend between firing resisters of Burikov and a drive 
circuitry of Burikov. Accordingly, claims 55 and 56 are presented for consideration and 
allowance. 

I 

B. Claims 57, 58, 60 and 61 

Claims 57 and 58 depend from claim 43. Claims 60 and 61 depend from claim 59. 
Claims 57 and 60 recites that the print medium feed unit is configured to feed at least one print 
medium from a roll and wherein they medium has a width of between 1 cm and 21 cm. Support 
for added claim 57 and 60 to be found in at least page 10, lines 7-8 and 14-16 of the originally 
filed application. 
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Claim 58 and 61 further specify that the system comprises a cash register. Support for 
such added claims may be found in at least Page 10, lines 6-7 of the originally filed application. 
Thus, no new matter is believed to be added. 

i 

The prior art of record fails to disclose supplying print media from a roll, wherein the 
print medium as a width of between 1 cm and 21 cm. The prior art of record fails to disclose 
such a system comprising a cash register. Thus, claims 57-58 and 60-61 are presented for 
consideration and allowance. 

C. Claim 59 

Claim 59 recites a system which includes a drive system having a first bully with a first 
notch, a second pulley with a second notch and a belt around the first pulley and the second 
pulley. The system further includes at least one printing unit dispose on the belt which forms a 
close print head path. The at least one printing unit is connected to the belt at a belt attachment, 
wherein the first notch and the second not are configured to receive the attachment when the 
attachment is traveling around the first pulley and a second pulley. Support for such added 
claims may be found in at least Figure 4 and page 12, lines 13-15 of the originally filed 
application. Thus, no new matter is believed to be added. 

The prior art of record fails to disclose such a system having pulleys with a notch that 
receives an attachment connecting a print unit to a belt. For example, Inoue fails to disclose any 
notches in members 48. Accordingly, claim 59 is presented for consideration and allowance. 

D. Claim 62 

Claim 62 depends from claim 59 and further recites conductive brushes extending from 
each of the at least one printing unit. The brushes are configured to provide communication from 
a drive circuit not carried by the belt to the at least one print unit carried by the belt. Support for 
added claim 62 to be found in at least page 12, lines 18-26 of the originally filed application. 
Thus, no new matter is believed to be added. 
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The prior art of record failed to disclose conductive brushes which provide 
communication from a drive circuit not carried by the belt to at least one print unit carried by the 
belt. As noted above, Burikov specifically requires radio signals for such communication. Thus, 
claim 62 is presented for consideration and allowance. 

VI. Conclusion 

After amending the claims as set forth above, claims 43-52 and 55-62 are now pending in 
this application. 

Applicants believe that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfully requested. 

| 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

i 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1 . 1 6-1 . 1 7, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 08-2025. Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a check 
being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, otherwise improper or informal or even 
entirely missing, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to Deposit 
Account No. 08-2025. If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of papers 
submitted herewith, Applicants hereby petitions for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 and 
authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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RATHE PATENT & IP LAW Todd A. Rathe 

Customer No. 22879 Attorney for Applicant 

Telephone: (262)478-9353 Registration No. 38,276 
Facsimile: (262)238-1469 
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